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Soc i a1 Status and the PJay I n t erac t i ons of Students 
Labe11ed Learn i ng D i sab l ed and The i r  Peers 
Tammy S .  Bryant 
Eastern I l l i no i s  Un i vers i t y  
Runn i ng head: SOCIAL STATUS AND PLAY I NTERACTI ONS 
Abstract 
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The re l at i onsh i p  between soc i a l  status and p l ay 
i n terac t i ons of students l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed and 
the i r  peers l s  an area wh l ch has rec e i ved much 
at t en t i on .  However . most of the research has focused 
on students i n  resource se t t i ngs . The current study 
focused on students l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed i n  se l f­
con t a i ned se t t i ngs . The study i nv o l ved admi n i st er i ng 
the P l ay W i t h  Rat i ng Sca l e  t o  41 second and t h i rd 
graders i n  regu l ar c l assrooms and t o  1 1  same-aged peers 
who were l earn i ng d i sab l ed i n  se l f-con t a i ned se t t i ngs . 
The resu l t s were di v i ded i n t o  popu l ar/average and 
unpopu l ar status groups . Th i rty- three ch i l dren were 
observed at p l ay u t i l i z i ng an observat i on tool 
dev e l oped by the au thor . Observat i ons were taken i n  
the months of Apr i l  and May dur i ng the subj ects/ noon 
recesses . 
Separate 2 x 2 x 2 anal yses of var i ance were 
per formed on each p l ay behav i or < I ndependent Pass i ve ,  
I ndependent Act i ve, Pos i t i ve Nonhandi cappe d ,  Pos i t i ve 
Handi cappe d ,  Pos i t i ve M i xe d ,  Negat i ve Nonhand i cappe d ,  
Negat i ve Handi capped , Negat i ve M i xed) t o  exam i ne the 
d i f ferences due t o  gender < Boy , G i r l ) ,  handi cap 
< Nonhandl cappe d ,  Learn i ng D i sab l ed )  and status 
< Popu l ar/Average , Unpopu l ar) . G i r l s  spent 
s i gn l f  l can t l y  more t i me do i ng i ndependent act i v i t i es .  
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Boys and gi r l s  l abe l l ed l earn i ng disab l ed were observed 
watching others or wandering around significan t l y  more 
often than the i r  peers who were nonhandicapped. 
G i r l s  l abe l l ed l earning disab l ed who were rated l ow i n  
popu l ar i t y spent more t ime watch i ng others p l ay .  
Ch i l dren who were nonhandl capped spent a 
s i gn i f i cant amount of t i me p l aying with other ch i l dren 
who were nonhandicapped. Likewise , students l abe l l ed 
l earning disab l ed spent the majority of t i me 
interacting w i th other students who were l earning 
disab l ed .  Chil dren rated as popu l ar/average spent 
a l most twice as much t ime interacting with chil dren who 
were nonhandl capped than chil dren rated as unpopul ar 
d i d .  Converse l y ,  ch i l dren rated as unpopul ar 
i n teracted more wi th ch i l dren l abe l l ed l earning 
disab l ed.  Boys were more l ike l y  t o  p l ay w i th m i xed 
groups of chi l dren . 
There were very few observat i ons of negat i ve 
behaviors . Boys who were rated as unpopul ar were 
i nvol ved in significan t l y  more negative interact i ons 
than any other group . The resu l t s  of this study 
suppor ted the research of several other profess i on a l s  
i n  the area of socia l mainstreaming .  
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Soc i a l  Status and the P l ay Interac t i ons of Students 
Labe l l ed Learn i ng D i sab l ed and The i r  Peers 
Mai nstream i ng has been i n  the l i me l i gh t  for 
several years ,  ever s i nce the passage of Pub l i c  Law 
94-1 42 . Kot tman , Got t l i eb ,  Agard, and Kuk l c  < 1 975) 
de f i ned ma i nstream i ng as "the t empora l ,  i nstruct i ona l , 
and soc i a l  i n tegrat i on of e l i gi b l e  except i ona l pup i l s  
w i th norma l peers" ( p .  40 ) .  Much controversy 
concern i ng the e f f ec t i veness of ma l nstream l ng and 
whether i t  l s  the l east rest r i ct i ve env i ronment for 
some ch i l dren has surfaced i n  the past ten years . 
Saborn i e  < 1 985) beli eved that Pub l i c  Law 94- 1 42 was 
i nadequat e l y  i n terpreted i f  i t  d i d  not i nc l ude the 
soc i a l  approp r i ateness of ser v i ces.  Consequen t l y ,  the 
t op i c  of soc i a l  i n tegrat i on has become a maJor i ssue of 
ma i nstreami ng.  
Soc i a l  i n tegrat i on has been de f i ned as the 
"poten t i a l  re l at i onsh i p  between a student and h i s  
peers" < Pasane l l a & Vo l kmer , 1 981 , p .  1 74 ) .  When 
students are ma i nstreamed,  l t  l s  fau l t i l y  assumed that 
the i r  soc i a l  i n terac t i on s ,  acceptance , and mode l i ng of 
acceptab l e  behav i ors w i th those who are nonhandl capped 
wi l l  improve < Gresham , 1 982 ) . Deshler and Schumaker 
< 1 983 ) poi nted out that , i n  order for soc i a l  
i n tegrat i on t o  be successf u l , students must e l i c i t  the 
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soc i a l  sk i l l s accept ab l e  by the i r  peers . 
Research on Soc i a l  Mai nstream i ng 
Research suppor t i ng ma i nstream i n g .  Some research 
has suppor ted the e f fect i ve soc i a l  I n tegrat i on of 
students l abe l l ed l e arn i ng d i sab l ed .  In the i r  
observat i ons , Desh l er and Schumaker < 1 983) found that 
students l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed d i d  have f r i ends , 
i n i t i at e  conversat i on s ,  and engage i n  conversat i on s ,  
al though they part i c i pated i n  fewer extracurr i cu l ar 
act i v i t i es .  When Gura l n i ck ( 1 981 )  compared the 
i n teract i ons of students l abe l l ed m i l d l y  handi capped 
and the i r  peers who were nonhandi capped, he found that 
the two groups I nt eracted at very h i gh rates.  
S i m i l ar l y ,  Schumake r ,  W i l dgren , and Sherman < 1 982 > 
concl uded that students l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed were 
not soc i a l I so l ates ; they t a l ked to as many peers as 
those who were nonhandicapped. 
In a study by Pr i l l aman < 1 981 ) ,  students l abe l l ed 
l earn i ng d i sab l ed were as we l l  accep ted as the i r  peers . 
However , more were consi dered i so l ates. Pri l l aman fe l t  
that the overa l l resul t s  may have been due to a be t t e r  
at t i tude toward the l earn i ng d i sab i l i t i es category i n  
recent years. Strang , Sm i th ,  and Rogers < 1 978) 
compared students who were part i al l y  ma i nstreamed w i th 
students who were I n  se l f-con t a i ned set t i ngs . The i r  
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resu l t s showed that ma i nstream i ng produced h i gher se l f­
concep t s ,  poss i b l y  because the students had two 
compar i son groups or because of a successfu l  
ma i nstream i ng expe r i ence . I n  a s i m i l ar study one year 
l ater , the scores of ma i nstreamed students who were 
a l l owed t o  compare themse l ves t o  both students i n  the 
regu l ar c l ass and students i n  the se l f -con t a i ned c l ass 
were s i gn i f i cant l y  h i gher than students who had on l y  
one compar i son group . Strang e t  a l .  < 1 978 ) stated 
11ma l nstream l ng can be a va l uab l e  expe r i ence for 
academ i c a l l y  hand i capped ch i l dren accompan i e d  by an 
i ncrease i n  se l f-esteem prov i ded contact w i th s i m i l ar 
others l s  ma i n t a i ned" C p .  497 ) .  
Garr e t t  and Crump < 1 980 ) found no di f f erences i n  
the accuracy of se l f -appra i s i ng soc i a l  status between 
students l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed and the i r  peers who 
were nonhandi capped. I n t erest i ng l y ,  students l abe l l ed 
l earn i ng d i sab l ed tended t o  underest imate the i r  status. 
Saborn i e  and Kauf fman < 1 986 ) found students l abe l l ed 
l earn i ng d i sab l ed to be somewhat l ess accep ted,  but 
wi th no s i gn i f i cant d i f ferences i n  soc i a l  acceptance 
and fami l i ar i t y .  
Research suppor t i n g  segregat i on .  Several stud i es 
have found that students l abel  J ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed who 
were be i ng ma i nstreamed were v i ewed negat i ve l y  by the i r  
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peers < Evans , 1 984; Gero l d  & Barnes , 1 985 ; Gresham , 
1 982; Gura l n i ck , 1 984 ) . Gresham < 1 982 > stated that 
ma i nst reamed set t i ngs may be more rest r i ct i ve than 
se l f -con t a i ned set t i ngs . Students who are ma i nstreamed 
may not fee l soc i a l l y  i nc l uded. 
I n  a rep l i cat i on study , Bryan < 1 976 > found that 
students l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed rece i ved 
s i gn i f i can t l y  more reject i on votes, wh l ch para l l e l ed 
the resu l ts of the or i g i na l  study < Bryan , 1 974 > .  The 
resu l ts I nd i cated that the soc i a l  status of 
ma i nstreamed students d i d  not I ncrease from one year t o  
the nex t . Sch i f f ,  Scho l om ,  Swerd l i k ,  and Kn i gh t  < 1 979 > 
conducted a l ongi tudinal  study f o l l ow i ng students from 
se l f -con t a i ned set t i ngs i n t o  e i ther se l f-con t a i ned or 
ma i nst reamed se t t i ngs. Teachers stated that students 
who were ma i nstreamed were l ess adj usted both 
persona l l y  and academ i ca l l y .  Converse l y ,  parents of 
these same students thought the i r  ch i l dren had Improved 
I n  the i r  soc i a l  adjustmen t .  
Morr i son < 1 981 ) found that students l abe l l ed 
l earn i ng d i sab l ed I n  se l f-con t a i ned set t i ngs were 
cons i dered i so l ates by the i r  peers who were 
nonhandicapped, as voted both by acceptance and by 
reject i on .  Students who rece i ved resource h e l p  were 
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more often rej ected as friends, receiving fewer votes 
of acceptance and more rejection votes. 
Col eman < 1 983 ) l ooked at students who were 
nonhandicapped, students in se l f -contained settings, 
and students who were mainstreamed.  The se l f-concept 
scores of a l l three groups were simi l ar ,  but students 
in the se l f-contained c l ass had higher popu l arity 
scores than students who were mainstreamed . Col eman 
( 1 983 ) fe l t  that special education p l acement a l l owed 
for the socia l comparison of simi l ar others , whi l e  
mainstreaming a l l owed for the deve l opment of inferior 
se l f -concepts. I n  two studies conducted by Bru l ninks 
< 1 978a , 1 978b ) ,  students l abe l l ed l earning disab l ed 
rated themse l ves very high in peer status , whil e being 
rated much lower by their peers. Students who were 
nonhandlcapped were much more accurate in perceiving 
their own status. 
Researchers have stated that social integration 
can be successfu l if social skil l s  are taught < Bru l l e ,  
Barton , & Repp , 1 984 ; Bryan , 1 976 ; Garrett & Crump , 
1 980; Gresham , 1 982 > . Social skil l s  are paramoun t  
because o f  their inf l uence on peer acceptance and 
socia l ization . Peers af fect this socia l ization process 
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by "contributing to the socia l ization of v a l ues,  
a t t itudes, competencies, and ways of perceiving the 
wor l d  and teaching the social compet encies 
necessary t o  reduce social I so l ation" < Johnson & 
Johnson , 1 980 , p .  91 > .  
There are basica l l y two ways of de f ining social 
I so l ation < Get tman , 1 977 > . One def l n l t l on l s  based on 
l ow frequencies of peer I n teractions, whi l e  the second 
l s  based on l ow l eve l s  of peer acceptance as measured 
by sociometric techniques . Get tman < 1 977> found no 
re l at ionship between peer acceptance and the r e l ative 
frequency of peer I n t erac t ions , but rejection was 
associated with negative peer interactions. 
Characteristics of Acceptance and Rej ection 
Several behaviors or characteristics have been 
found to l n f l uence peer acceptance or rejection . 
Behaviors or characteristics which may in f l uence peer 
acceptance or popu l arity inc l ude: cognition < Bruininks,  
Rynders , & Gross , 1 974 ; MacMil l an & Morrison , 1 980 > ;  
ath l e t ic abil ity < S l perste l n ,  Bop , & Bak , 1 978 ; Victor 
& Hal verson , 1980 ) ;  positive reinforcemen t  < Co l e ,  
Dodge , & Coppote l l i ,  1 982 ; Hartup , G l az ie r ,  & 
Charl esworth , 1 967 > ;  physical appearance < Co l e  e t  a l . ,  
1 982 ; Schumake r ,  W l l dgren & Sherman , 1 982 ; S l perste l n  
et a l . ,  1 978 > ;  frequency of interactive p l ay 
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< Marshal l & McCand l ess , 1 957 > ;  empathy < Cart l edge , 
Stupay , & Kacz a l a ,  1 986 ; MacDona l d ,  1 987 ) ;  and maternal 
behav i or < MacDona l d ,  1 987 ; Pu t a l l az ,  1 987 ) .  Ackerman 
and Howes < 1 986> found that after school act i v i ty and 
popu l ar i t y  were pos i t i ve l y  corre l ated,  w i th popu l ar i t y 
be i ng s i gn i f i cant l y  re l ated to the f requency of 
i n f orma l get-togethers a ch i l d a t tended. Fact ors 
i n f l uenc i ng peer reject i on i n c l ude : mi sbehav i or 
< MacM i l l an & Morr i son , 1 980 ; V i ctor & Hal verson , 1 980 ) ;  
d i st ract i b i l i t y  < V i ctor & Hal verson , 1 980 > ;  negat i ve 
re i n forcemen t  < Hartup et a l . ,  1 967 > ;  appeari ng scared, 
worr i e d ,  or unhappy < Bryan , 1 974; Levy & Got t l i e b ,  
1 984 ) ; st i gma o f  the l abe l < Bryan , 1 976 ) ;  d i srup t i ve 
behav i or < Co l e  e t  a l . ,  1 982 > ; and l i t t l e  
extracurr i cu l ar i nv o l vement < Ackerman & Howes , 1 986 ) . 
Measures of Soc i a l  Status 
Def i n i t i ons . In order t o  determ i ne wh i ch students 
are accepted and wh i ch ones are rejected, some tang i b l e  
method of measuremen t  l s  requ i red. There are bas i ca l l y  
four types of soc i ome t r i c  tech n i ques : rat i ngs, 
nom i nat i ons , the pai red compari son techn i que , and 
behav i oral observat i ons < Berndt , 1 984; Greenwood , 
Wa l ke r ,  & Hops , 1 97 7 ;  Gresham, 1 98 1 ) .  Rat i ng sca l es 
and peer nomi nat i ons are the most common l y  used 
techn i ques < Saborn i e ,  1 985 > . However, these two 
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dev i ces do not measure the same d i mens i on s .  Rat i ngs 
measure how peers perce i ve a ch i l d ;  that l s ,  a ch l l d / s  
overa l l  acceptab i l i t y by a l l peers < Greenwood et a l . ,  
1 977; Gresham , 1 98 1 ;  Morr i son , 1 98 1 > .  A ch l l d/ s  score 
l s  the mean rat i ng rece i ved from peers < Berndt , 1 984 > . 
There are several rat i ng sca l es or var i at i ons of the 
or i g i na l  sca l es wh i ch are curren t l y  be i ng u t i l i ze d .  
These sca l es I nc l ude : the Peer Acceptance Sca l e  
< Bru i n l nks e t  a l . ,  1 974 ) ;  the Oh i o  Soc i a l  Acceptance 
Sca l e  < Fordyce , Yauck , & Raths,  1 94 6 > ;  the Soc i a l  
Acceptance Sca l e  < Ch a i res , 1 966 > ;  the How I Fee l 
Towards Others Sca l e  < Agard e t  a l . ,  1978 > ;  and the P l ay 
Wl t h/Work W l th Rat i ng Sca l es < S i ng l e t on & Asher , 1 977) . 
Nomi nat i ons measure a ch i l d/s popu l ar i t y or 
l i keab i l i t y < Greenwood e t  a l . ,  1977 > . Nom i nat i ons 
i nvo l ve the i nc l u s i on or exc l us i on of peers by pos i t i ve 
or negat i ve soc i a l  cho i ces < Morr i son , 1 981 > .  A ch l l d / s  
score l s  the " sum o f  pos i t i ve nomi nat i ons m i nus 
negat i ve nom i nat i ons d i v i ded by the number of ch i l dren 
who made nom i nat l ons11 < Berndt, 1 984 , p .  36 ) .  Common l y  
used nomi nat i ng sca l es i nc l ude the Guess Who Techn i que 
< Garry , 1 963 > and others wh i ch ask spec l f  ic quest i ons 
generated by the researchers <Ackerman & Howes , 1 986; 
S i perst e l n  e t  a l . ,  1 978; V i ctor & Hal verson, 1 980 ) .  
The p a i red compar i son techn i que con s i st s  of show i ng 
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p i c tures of students i n  pa i rs t o  a ch i l d ,  who then 
states wh i ch ch i l d he or she l i kes be t t er < Berndt, 
1 984) . 
Behav i oral  assessments a l l ow for d i rect 
observat i on of group part i c i pat i on ,  a t t i tude , peer 
re l at i onsh i ps,  studen t- teacher i n terac t i ons , and the 
l earn i ng env i ronment < Pasane l l a & Vol kmer , 1 981 ) .  
Types of di rect observat i on I nc l ude anecdotal  records, 
frequency , t i me samp l i ng ,  check l i s t s ,  and cer t a i n  
rat i ng sca l es .  
Advantages and di sadvan tages of each techn i que . 
Greenwood et a l . ( 1 977) stated that a major prob l em 
w i th rat i ngs and nom i nat i ons l s  the i r  re l i ab i l i t y .  
Roopnar l ne ,  Adams , and Mounts ( 1 988) acknowl edged that 
i t  l s  d i f f i cu l t  to ensure the stabi l i t y  of soc i a l  
assessment . However , stud i es have demonstrated the 
stab i l i t y of soc i ome t r i c  stand i ng < Bukowsk i & Newcomb , 
1 984; Co l e  & Dodge , 1 983; Oden & Asher , 1 977) . 
Roopnar i ne e t  a l . < 1 988> p o i n t e d  out that soc i ome t r i c  
status may not r e f l ect ac tual  re l at i onsh i ps . 
Greenwood e t  a l . < 1 980 > compared rat i ngs and 
nom i nat i on s .  They found that peer rat i ngs corre l ated 
h i gh l y  w i th both acceptance and reJect l on .  Rat i ngs 
a l so had more construct v a l i d i t y than nomi nat i on s .  
Morr i son < 1 98 1 )  found rat i ngs to be more accurate in 
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their assessmen t  of peer acceptance . Ratings have a l so 
been found t o  be more r e l iab l e  < Berndt , 1 984 ) . 
The main advant age of nominations l s  the ease of 
administration . Probl ems with nominations inc l ude :  a 
chi l d  may name someone as a best friend who real l y  l s  
not; there are biases and errors when naming a f l xed 
number of friends; and nominations provide an 
insensitive measure of friendship because a person is 
either a best friend or nothing < Berndt , 1 984 > .  A l so ,  
students may rate others as we l l - l iked even though they 
may not be friends CRoopnar l ne et a l . ,  1 988 > .  Fina l l y ,  
resu l t s from nominations depend on how we l l  the 
chil dren know each other < Morrison , 1 98 1 > .  The paired 
comparison technique l s  more r e l iab l e than both ratings 
and nominations, but it l s  used l ess frequent l y  because 
of the t ime required t o  administer it < Berndt, 1984) . 
Of the four sociome tric techniques, behavioral 
observat ion is the most desirab l e and exact < Foster & 
Ritchey , 1 979; Pasane l l a & Vol kmer , 1 97 7 ) .  However , 
because of t ime and cost l imitat ions , researchers often 
re l y  on peer rat ings and nominations . Ray ( 1 985) 
stressed the u t l l l zat l on of more data with direct 
observation being the most desirab l e  method of 
assessment . 
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Research i nvo l v i ng each techn ique . Count l ess 
researchers have admi n i stered the above tech n i ques wi th 
vary i ng resu l t s .  Some researchers u s i n g  rat i ngs sca l es 
have found students w i th l earn i ng di sabi l i t i es to be 
reJected but not s i gn i f i cant l y  C Saborn i e  & Kauffman, 
1 986 ; Saborn l e ,  Kauf fman , El l i s ,  Marsha l l ,  & E l ksn i n ,  
1988 ) .  Other stud i e s  u s i ng rat i ngs have found students 
l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed to be s i gn i f i cant l y  more 
reJec ted than the i r  peers who were nonhandi capped 
< Bender , Wyne , Stuck , & Ba i l ey ,  1 984 ; Coben & Z i gmond, 
1 986; Gresham & Resch l y ,  1 986; Mor r i son, 1 981 > .  Bender 
e t  a l . < 1 984 > found that ch i l dren l abe l l ed e i ther 
l earn i ng d i sab l ed ,  educab l e  men t a l l y  handi capped or l ow 
ach i ev i ng were a l l s i m i l ar i n  the i r  rejec t i on by peer s .  
Resu l t s from the study by Coben and Z i gmond < 1 986) 
I nd i cated that ch i l dren l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed were 
l ess we l l  known , wh i ch may have a t t r i buted t o  the i r  
rej ected status. 
Studies u s i n g  peer nomi nat i ons have a l so found 
conf l i c t i ng resu l ts. S l perst e l n  et a l . < 1 978> stud i ed 
ch i l dren by three c r i t er i a :  academ i c  performance , 
ath l e t i c  performance , and phys i c a l  appearance. 
Students l abel  l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed were s l gn l f l cant l y  
l ess popu l ar ,  but the number of ch i l dren who were 
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con s i dered i so l ates for them and t he i r  peers who were 
nonhandi capped was the same . No ch i l dren l abe l l ed 
l earn i n g  d i sab l ed were chosen for academ i cs ,  but a 
propor t i onate number were chosen for ath l e t i c  abi l i ty 
and appearance . 
Bryan <1974> exam i ned the soc i a l  re l at i on sh i p  of 
ch i l dren l abe l l ed learn i ng d i sab l ed and found that they 
had rece i ved fewer votes for posi t i v e  soc i a l  
character i st i cs and many votes for negat i ve t ra i t s .  
Other stud i es have a l so found ch i ldren l abe l l ed 
l earn i ng d i sab l ed to be l ess accept e d  < Coben & Zi gmond. 
1986 ; Garrett  & Crump , 1980 ) .  These two stu d i e s  
u t i l i z ed comb i nat i on s  of peer rat i ngs and nom i nat i ons 
t o  stab i l i z e  the i r  resu l ts .  
R i tchey , M i l l er ,  and Lessman < 1 98 1 >  conducted a 
study u s i n g  behav i or a l  observat i ons of the i n teract i ons 
of students l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed wi th t eachers 
and the i r  peers. Studen t s  l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed 
i n t eracted more w i th teachers than the i r  c l assmates. 
but they had fewer peer i n teract i on s .  Peers gave them 
more negat i ve r e i nforcement . Car t l edge e t  a l . < 1986) 
used the Soc i a l  Behav i or Assessment <SBA> as rated by 
teachers and found that stude n t s  who were 
nonhandl capped e xh i b i ted more posi t i ve soc i a l  sk i l l s, 
but the d i f ferences were non s l gn i f i can t .  
Social Status 
1 8  
Ray ( 1 985 ) compared sociomet r ic rat ings with 
direct observations of students/ interactions. 
Sociome tric ratings showed that students l abe l l ed 
l earning disab l ed were significan t l y  more rejected and 
iso l ated than their peers who were nonhandlcapped. 
Direct observation revea l ed no s l gnif icant dif ferences 
in positive interactions between the two groups. 
Other factors l n f  l uenc l ng status. It l s  important 
t o  remember that the rating and se t t ing must a l so be 
considered when eval uating a ch l 1d / s  socia l status 
< Gresham & Resch l y ,  1 987b ; Morrison , 1 98 1 ) .  Gresham 
and Resch l y  C 1 987b) a l so pointed out that methodol ogy 
may great l y  af fect the resu l t s .  Morrison ( 1 980 ) stated 
that we need to know 11 specifica l l y whe ther a chil d l s  
moderat e l y  accep ted,  active l y  rej ected, some 
combination of the two , or j ust iso l ated or forgot t en11 
( p .  1 93 ) . Rejec ted may mean that the students are 
aggressive and disrup tive , whi l e  negl ected may refer t o  
being shy or withdrawn < Co l e  & Kupersm l dt , 1 983 ; Dodge , 
Co l e ,  & Brakke , 1 982) . 
Observations of P l ay 
I n  recent years, p l ay has a l so become an important 
se t t ing for observing interactions and for socia l 
assessment purposes . Pl ay as defined by Damon ( 1 983) 
l s  a 11primary training ground for both creativity and 
Soc i al S t atus 
1 9  
soc i a l  dev e l opment . It enab l es a ch l l d  to experiment 
w i th soc i a l  ro l es and soc i al ru l es ,  and to cooperate 
w i th others i n  the process" ( p .  1 42 > . 
Parten ( 1 932) l s  consi dered a p i oneer l n  p l ay 
observat i ons . Her observat i on categor i es ,  or 
v ar i at i ons of , are s t i l l  be i ng u t i l i zed t oday . The 
categor ies are :  unoccup i ed ,  on l ooker , so l i t ary p l ay ,  
paral l e l  p l ay, assoc i a t i ve p l ay ,  and cooperat i ve or 
organ i zed p l ay .  Var i at i ons of Parten's de f i n i t i ons 
( 1 932> have been used by several researchers over the 
years C Bueh l , Harr i s ,  & Baer , 1 968; Ladd , 1 983 ; 
Peterson & Hara l i ck, 1 977;  Smi th , 1 978 > .  Other 
researchers have focused on whether the ch i l d l s  a l one 
C nonsoc l al > ,  i n teract i ng posl t l ve l y ,  or i n teract i ng 
negat i ve l y  < Dodge , Pett i t ,  Mccl askey , & Brown , 1 987 ; 
Ladd , 1 981 ; Quay , Weave r ,  & Nee l , 1 986; Roopnar l ne e t  
al . ,  1 988 ; S i ngl e t on & Asher ,  1 977 > .  St i l l  others have 
l ooked at categor i es of behav i or such as appropr i ate/ 
i nappropr i at e  so l i t ary p l ay ,  aggress i ve acts by or 
toward the subject , and prosoc i al approaches by or 
toward the subject ( Dodge et a l . ,  1 982 ; Levy & 
Got t l i eb ,  1 984 > .  
Rub i n ,  Ma l on i , and Hornung ( 1 976 > fe l t  that 
paral l e l  p l ay l s  a l ess mature f orm of p l ay than 
so l i tary p l ay because i n  paral l e l  p l ay ,  the ch i l dren 
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want compan i ons but they cannot successfu l l y p l ay 
together. I n  so l i tary p l ay ,  ch i l dren are capab l e  of 
p l ay i ng a l one . Th i s  statement was a l so supported by 
Johnson , Ersh l e r ,  and Be l l  < 1 980 ) .  Rub i n  < 1 982 ) stated 
that nonsoc i a l  p l ay < so l i t ary) i s  not necessar i l y  bad. 
Soc i ome t r i c  Assessment and P l ay Observat i ons 
Roopnar i ne et a l .  < 1 988 > u t i l i zed both a 
soc i ome t r i c  assessment and p l ay observat i on s .  They 
found that "ch i l dren designated as popu l ar ,  moderate l y  
popu l ar ,  and unpopu l ar were not more l i ke l y  t o  choose 
popu l ar ch i l dren as /most l i ke to p l ay w i t h /  p l aymates 
and unpopu l ar chi l dren as / do not l i ke to p l ay w i th at 
a l l / "  < p .  1 76 ) . The authors d i d  note that chi l dren d i d  
show preferences for p l ay i ng w i th peers they had chosen 
as " l i ked to p l ay w i th a l o t " . Dodge e t  a l .  < 1 982 ) 
found that students who were reJected were l ess l i ke l y  
t o  approach peers than students who were popu l ar or 
average . Dodge , Conne l l y, and R i vest ( 1 980 ) con c l uded 
that peer fami l i ar i t y i s  very important to p l ay 
behav i or .  
Levy and Got t l i eb < 1 984) found that soc i ome t r i c  
rat i ngs cou l d  not be genera l i zed t o  free p l ay. 
Students p l ayed wi th others they had not voted as most 
l i ked.  Rat i ngs matched for about one-ha l f  of the 
ac tual  free p l ay. No d i f ferences were found I n  the 
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k i nds o f  p l ay acti v i ty between those l abe l l ed l earn i ng 
d i sab l ed and those who were non l earn l ng d i sab l ed .  
Students l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed d i d  spend more time 
a l one . They a l so seemed to have more d i f f i cu l ty 
enter i ng and rema i n i ng i n  a p l ay group . 
Look i ng spec i f i ca l l y  at gender d i f ferences i n  
p l ay ,  Rub i nste i n  and Rub i n  ( 1 984) found that gi r l s  were 
more cooperati ve when the i r  p l aymate was mal e ,  wh i l e  
boys d i d  not use di f f erent i a l  p l ay behav i ors for e i ther 
sex . A study by Roopnar l ne ( 1 984) observed 
s i gn i f i cantl y more same-sex i nterac t i on s .  Bryan ( 1 974) 
and Scranton and Ryckman ( 1 979) found g i r l s  to be more 
rejected. Converse l y, Co l e  e t  a l . ( 1 982) found boys to 
be more rejected. Some studies have found no 
s i gn i f i cant d i f ferences i n  p l ay acti v i ty or f r i endsh i p  
cho i ces by gender < Bru l n i nks e t  a l . ,  1 974; Bukowsk i & 
Newcomb , 1 984; Quay et a l . ,  1 986) . 
Ladd ( 1 983> chose subjects from three soc i ometr i c  
status groups: popu l ar ,  average , and rej ected . Ladd 
l ooked at var i ati ons i n  the grade , sex , and soc i a l  
status of p l ay compan i on s .  Ch i l dren o f  popu l ar or 
average status p l ayed cooperat i ve l y  s i gn l f  i cantl y more 
often than ch i l dren who were rejected, w i th ma l es be i ng 
more cooperati ve than fema l es .  Ch i l dren who were 
rejected exh i b i ted more argu i ng and unoccup i e d  
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behav i ors, and they were a l so more negat i ve i n  the i r  
peer i n terac t i on s .  I n  t h e  popu l ar and average groups ,  
boys p l ayed i n  s i gn i f i cant l y  l arger groups than g i r l s .  
Those who were rejected p l ayed i n  s i gn i f i can t l y  sma l l er 
groups , w i th no di f f erences i n  gender . 
Got t l i eb, Got t l i eb,  Berke l l ,  and Levy ( 1986) t r i ed 
t o  determi ne the re l at i onsh i p  between soc i ome t r i c  
status and p l ay behav i ors by l ook i ng spec i f i ca l l y  at 
i so l at i on factors . They found that students l abe l l ed 
l earn i ng d i sab l ed had l ower soc i a l  status scores both 
by gender and by overa l l  rat i ngs . Boys and g i r l s  
l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed p l ayed a l one a s i gnf i cant 
amoun t  of the t ime . Got t l i eb et a l . ( 1 986 > found 
gender d i f ferences i n  that g i r l s  l abe l l ed l earn i ng 
d i sab l ed had a l ower soc i ome t r i c  status and rece i ved 
l ower same-sex rat i ngs than the boys rece i ved. 
Peterson and Hara l i k  ( 1 977) l ooked at types of 
p l ay ( i so l at e ,  para l l e l , cooperat i v e >  and the type of 
ch i l d  a student was I nterac t i ng wi th (handi capped, 
nonhand i capped, comb i nat i on of the two > .  They found 
that students who were nonhandi capped i n teracted more 
w i th others who were nonhandi capped than w i th peers who 
were handi capped. Boys were more l i ke l y  than gi r l s  t o  
p l ay cooperat i ve l y .  Ch i l dren w i th handi caps were not 
consi dered i so l ates . 
Prob l em Statement 
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As l s  ev i dent from the research presented I n  th i s  
rev i ew of the l i terature , resu l ts concern i ng the 
soci ometr i c  status of students l abe l l ed l earn i ng 
d i sab l ed have been m i xed. Con f l i ct i ng resu l ts have 
been found for several factors I n c l ud i ng gende r ,  
handi cap , and statu s .  The purpose o f  the present study 
l s  to determ i ne the re l ati onsh i p  between the types of 
free p l ay act i v i ty and soci ometr i c  status of ch i l dren 
l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed and the i r  same-aged peers 
who are nonhandi capped i n  grades two and three . 
Because l i ttl e  data ex i sts i n  th i s  area spec i f i c  to 
chi l dren i n  se l f -conta i ned sett i ngs , the present study 
wi l l  focus on th i s  p l acement.  Spec i f i c questions to be 
addressed i n c l ude : 1 )  Do students who have been rated 
as popul ar/average or unpopu l ar exh i b i t  simi l ar types 
of p l ay behav i or? 2 >  Do free p l ay I nteracti ons of 
students labe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed para l l e l  the 
i n teracti ons of the i r  peers who are nonhandicapped? 
3 >  Do boys and g i r l s  exh i b i t  s i m i l ar types of p l ay 
i n teractions? 4 )  How often do ch i l dren who are 
nonhandl capped i nteract dur i ng free p l ay w i th ch i l dren 
who are l earn i ng d i sabl ed? and 5> Are pos i ti ve and 
negati ve i nteracti ons simi l ar for the var i ab l es of 
gender , handi cap , and status? 
Me thods 
Des i gn 
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Due t o  the number of variab l es in th i s  study , a 
factor i a l  design was used. Such a design a l l owed the 
study of the re l at ionsh i ps among the independent 
var i ab l es .  The factors were : gender (boy , gir l > ,  l abel  
< nonhandl capped, handicapped ) , sociome tric status 
( popul ar/average , unpopu l ar > ,  and p l ay behavior < e ight 
categories ) .  
Subj ects 
A sma l l K-5 school system with an enro l l ment of 
139 was used I n  th i s  study . The school was l ocated in 
predomi nant l y  l ower to midd l e  c l ass semirural area i n  
southern Il l i n o i s .  The samp l e  consi sted of 41 students 
( 18 boys , 23 gi r l s )  l n  the regu l ar second and third 
grades and 1 1  same-aged peers ( 9  boys, 2 gi r l s )  
l abe l l ed l earning disab l ed in a se l f -contained se t t ing . 
The ages of the subjects in the regu l ar c l assrooms 
ranged from seven years seven months t o  ten years seven 
mon ths . The ages of the students l abe l l ed l earn i ng 
disab l ed ranged from seven years nine months t o  ten 
years five mon ths.  The students l abe l l ed l earning 
d i sab l ed were p l aced in a special education program 
because of academ i c  probl ems they were having I n  the 
regu l ar c l assroom and i n  accordance w i th guide l ines se t 
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by the state of I l l i n o i s. A l l 1 1  of the students 
l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed came from a l ow 
soc i oeconom i c  background. They were ma i nstreamed for 
art , mus i c ,  and phys i c a l  educat i on .  Three boys were 
a l so ma i nstreamed for math , w i th one g i r l  be i ng 
ma i nstreamed for sc i ence and hea l th .  Two c l assmates 
l abe l l ed educab l e  ment a l l y  handi capped were not 
i nc l uded I n  th i s  study. 
Students l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed were brought 
I n to the regu l ar c l assroom for the admi n i strat i on of 
the P l ay W i th Rat i ng Sca l e .  The rat i ng sca l e  was 
accompan i ed by an a l phabe t i zed roster of a l l c l ass 
members. The quest i on "How much do you l i ke t o  p l ay 
w i th th i s  person at schoo l ? " was typed on the top of 
the page w i th f i ve faces rang i ng from frown i ng to 
smi l i ng t o  coordi nate wi th the f i ve rat i ngs < see 
Appendix A > .  
I nstruc t i on s ,  simi l ar t o  those admi n i stered by 
S i ng l e t on and Asher (1977 , p .  332) were g i ven t o  the 
ch i l dren : " I  am I n terested l n  some I n format i on about 
your c l ass. I wou l d  l i ke to know how we l l you know 
each other and who you l i ke t o  p l ay w i t h .  You wi l l  be 
ab l e  t o  t e l l me who your f r i ends are i n  t h i s  c l assroom . 
We wi l l  not do t h i s  out l oud,  but by mark i ng your 
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answers on paper. You can be honest because no one 
e l se but me wi l l  see your answers . "  
When the l n troduc t l on was comp leted, the ch i l dren 
were gi ven the rat i n g  sca l e .  The use and mean i ng of 
the scale were exp l a i ned. In addi t i on ,  examp l es such 
as: "How much do you l i ke sp i nach?" were g i ven t o  
enhance the ch l ldren1s understandi ng o f  t h e  sca l e .  
When the students appeared to understand, the ra t i ngs 
began . The ch i l dren were told t o  c i rc l e  on l y  one 
answer for each name . The person who admi n i stered the 
sca l e  read each name for the stude n t s  to ensure the 
correctness of the i r  rat i ngs . The regu l ar c l assroom 
teacher c i rcu l ated i n  the room t o  he l p  any studen t s  who 
were hav i ng d i f f i cu l t y comp l e t i ng the sca l e .  The 
scales were col l ected when everyone was through. Any 
students who had i ncorrec t l y  comp l e t ed the rat i n g  sca l e  
were Ind i v i dua l l y  readm l n l stered the sca l e  l ater. 
After adm i n i ster i ng the P l ay W i t h  Rat i n g  Scale 
<S i ng l e t on & Asher,  1 977> t o  the second and th i rd 
graders, the results were strat i f i ed two ways: 1> by 
popu l ar ,  average , or unpopular status, and 2 >  by 
gender .  The rat i ngs for each ch i l d were added together 
and that number was d i v i ded by the total number of 
ch i l dren i n  the class m i nu s  one . Tab l e  1 shows the 
I n sert Tab l e  1 about here 
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tota l scores for a l l of the ch i l dren . Second-grade 
ch i l dren w i th average scores rang i ng from 3 . 5 1  to 5 . 00 
< 99 t o  1 40 )  were rated as popu l ar ,  2 . 61 t o  3 . 50 < 74 to 
98) as average , and 1 . 00 to 2 . 60 < 29 to 73) as 
unpopu l ar .  Th i rd-grade ch i l dren were a l so rated as 
popu l ar < 84 t o  1 20 ) , average < 63 t o  83 ) ,  and unpopu l ar 
< 24 to 62 ) .  
Because there were no students l abe l l ed l earn i ng 
d i sab l ed who f e l l i n  the popu l ar group , the popu l ar and 
average groups were col l apsed i n t o  one . For each 
grade , four boys and four g i r l s  were random l y  se l ected 
for observat ion from the popu l ar/average group and two 
boys and two g i r l s  random l y  se l ected from the unpopu l ar 
group , resu l t i ng i n  a samp l i ng of 1 1  second graders and 
1 1  t h i rd graders .  On l y  one boy i n  each grade was rated 
as unpopu l ar ,  resu l t i ng i n  1 1  subj ects per grade 
i nstead of 1 2  subj e c t s .  A l l of the students l abe l l ed 
l earn i ng d i sab l ed were observed, resu l t i ng i n  a t o t a l  
n o f  3 3 .  
Se t t i ng 
The se t t i ng for the observat i ons was an outdoor 
p l ayground,  approx imate l y  40 x 60 yards i n  area . The 
p l ayground con s i sted of a b l ack t op por t ion wi th four 
basketba l l goa l s .  The grassy area con t a i ned p l ayground 
equ i pmen t ,  i nc l ud i ng sw i ngs , teeter-tot ters, and monkey 
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bars . An open area was avai l ab l e  for use as a k i ckba l l 
or soccer f i e l d . 
On r a i n y  days, free p l ay observat i ons took p l ace 
i n  the gymnas i um ,  approx imate l y  25 x 35 yards. 
Equ i pment i nc l uded basketba l l  hoops, ba l l s ,  and j ump 
ropes . Observers sat on the stage i n  order to have a 
be t ter v i ew of the ch i l dren . 
I nst rumen tat i on 
Soc i ome t r i c  apparatus. The soc i ome t r i c  dev i ce 
chosen for t h i s  study was the P l ay W i th Rat i ng Sca l e  
< PWR> deve l oped by S i n g l e t on and Asher < 1 977 > .  The PWR 
asks the quest i on :  11How much do you l i ke t o  p l ay w i th 
th i s  person at schoo l ? "  The i nstrument , wh i ch l s  a 
f l ve po i n t  L l kert-type sca l e  i nc l udes the cho i ces of : 
1 >  not at a l l 2 >  not much 3 )  doesn / t  mat ter 4 >  a l i t t l e  
5 )  a l ot < see Appendi x  A > . 
Th i s  rat i ng sca l e  was chosen because of the 
aforemen t i oned advantages rat i ngs have over nom i nat i ons 
wh i ch i n c l uded : rat i ngs corre l at e  h i gh l y  w i th both 
acceptance and reJec t ion and they are more r e l i ab l e  
< Berndt , 1 984 > .  The PWR has been shown t o  have a 
pre-to-post test re l i ab i l i t y from . 82 t o  .86 ( p  < . 01 >  
< Ladd, 1 981 ; Oden & Asher , 1 977 > .  The sca l e  l s  easy t o  
admi n i ster and i t  a l l ows each ch i l d  i n  the c l assroom t o  
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rate every other ch l l d .  The ana l ys i s  of data l s  
uncomp l i ca t ed .  The PWR l s  set up spec i f i ca l l y  t o  
eva l uate soc i omet r i c  status at p l ay and l s  geared for 
the age l evel  of ch i l dren u t i l i z ed i n  th i s  study . 
F i na l l y ,  the PWR has been used i n  var i ous research 
stud i es < Asher & Tay l or ,  1 981 ; Got t l i eb et a l . ,  1 986 ; 
Gresham & Resch l y ,  1 986 , 1 987a , 1 987b; Ladd , 1 981 , 
1 983 ; Levy & Got t l i eb ,  1 984 ; Oden & Asher , 1 977;  
Roopnar l ne & F i el d ,  1 984 ; Rub i n ,  1 982 ) . 
Observat i on i nst rumen t .  The observat i on tool < see 
Appen d i x  B >  u t i l i zed was adapted from behav i or a l  
def i n i t i ons and examp l es gi ven by sever a l  researchers 
< Dodge et a l . ,  1 986 ; Ladd, 1 983 ; Levy & Got t l i eb ,  1 984 ; 
Quay et a l . ,  1 986 ; Par t en ,  1 93 2 ;  Pet erson & Hara l i ck ,  
1 977;  S i ng l eton & Asher , 1 977;  Sm i th ,  1 978 ) . An 
ana l ys i s  of the behav i or categor i es t o  conf i rm the 
content v a l i d i t y and the measurab i l i t y of the 
categor i es was comp l et ed by several profess i ona l s .  
These profess i ona l s  i nc l uded: a u n i versi ty professor , a 
school psycho l og i st , f i ve spec i a l  educat ion t eachers, 
and seven e l ementary t eachers . A f t er mi nor rev i s i ons,  
the i nst rument was ready for p i l ot i ng .  
Data was col l ected on var i ous students dur i ng 
recess i n  order t o  determ i n e  the rellabll lty of the 
I nst rumen t . The data was co l l ec t ed over a t en day 
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per i od for 20 m i nu t e s  each day u s i ng ten-second 
momentary t i me samp l i ng .  I n terrater agreeme n t s  were 
ca l cu l ated by u s i ng the f ormu l a :  the number of 
agreemen t s  m i nus the number of d i sagreemen t s  d i v i ded by 
the t o t a l  number of observat i ons < S i ng l e t on & Asher , 
1 977; Sm i th ,  1 978 ) . A re l i ab i l i ty of 94% was 
ca l cu l ated for the observat i on s .  
frocedures 
Two observers, who were teachers fami l i ar w i t h  
behav i or a l  observat i on techn i ques,  were trai ned dur i ng 
f i ve sess i ons t o  u t i l i ze the observation I n strumen t .  
The f i rst two sess i ons were spent po i n t i ng out the 
spec i f i c  behav i ors to be i den t i f i ed .  A cert a i n  student 
was observed i n  order to i den t i fy wh i ch behav i or 
category h i s  p l ay wou l d  fa l l  i n to . The next three 
sess i on s  u t i l i zed the prerecorded tape and the data 
c o l l ec t i on sheet i n  order t o  fami l i ar i ze the observers 
w i th both . A f t er each four m i nute samp l e  was taken , 
the resu l t s of the two observers were compared to 
detect any maJ or d i f ference s .  Tra i n i ng was conducted 
un t i l  a 90% i n terrater r e l i ab i l i ty was reached. The 
two observers co l l ected data on an a l ternat i ng basi s ,  
w i th the author serv i ng a s  the p r i nc i p a l  observer on a 
dal l y  bas i s .  I n t errater re l i ab i l i ty for a l l 
observat i on s  was 96 . 1 % .  
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Observat i on s  began one week after the P l ay W i t h  
Rat i ng Sca l e  was admi n i stered. The observat i ons 
occurred dur i ng noon recess for a per i od of 
approx i mate l y  40 m i nu tes u s i n g  a ten-second momentary 
t ime samp l i ng techn i que . Momentary t i me samp l i ng 
< B i ndra & B l ond, 1 958) l s  an I n term i t t ent procedure 
where the observer records the occurrence or 
nonoccurrence of the behav i or at the end of each 
spec i f i ed i n terva l . Advantages of momentary t i me 
samp l i ng I nc l ude the ease of assessment and I ts 
accuracy at short i n terva l s  of f i ve to ten seconds 
< Bru l l e  & Repp , 1 984; Powe l l ,  Mar t i nda l e ,  Ku l p ,  
Mar t i nda l e ,  & Bauman , 1 977;  Repp , Roberts, S l ack, & 
Berk l er ,  1 976 ) . The ma i n  di sadvantages of momentary 
t i me samp l i ng are that i t  does not perm i t  a 100% 
accuracy samp l i ng of the actual behav i or occurrence and 
that s i n g l e data entr i e s  are not r e l i ab l e  < Bru l l e  & 
Repp , 1 984 ) . The present study u t i l i zed a casse t t e  
p l ayer and a casset t e  w i th prerecorded s i gna l s , s i m i l ar 
t o  a study conducted by Ivar l e ,  Hogue , and Bru l l e  
( 1 984 ) . 
Each subj ect was observed for a four-m i nute t i me 
span on a random i z ed bas i s  over a s i x-week span i n  the 
months of Apr i l  and May , for an average of one 
observat i on per week per subj ect . A recordi ng chart 
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wh i ch showed the behav i ors at the top of the page and 
the i n terval at the l e f t  s i de of the page < see Append i x  
C >  was u t i l ized for each ch i l d .  A tota l of 28 m i nutes 
of behav i or was recorded for each ch i l d ,  resu l t i ng i n  
672 ten-second samp l es of h i s  or her behav i or .  An 
average of e i gh t  students were observed dur i ng each 
l unch hour recess on the p l ayground . 
Ana l ys i s  of Data 
A sp l i t -p l ot factor i a l  ANOVA < 2  x 2 x 2 x 8) 
< K i rk ,  1 982 > ,  a l so known as a m i xed design of 
between/wi t h i n  groups , was u t i l i z ed t o  ana l yze the 
resu l t s of the p l ay observat i on s .  The ana l ys i s  
cons i sted o f  three between group factors ( gende r ,  
l abe l , soc i ome t r i c  status> and one w i t h i n  group factor 
( p l ay behav i or > .  P l ay behav i ors wh i ch were recorded as 
"Absent/Other" were i gnored except for determ i n i ng the 
propor t i on of samp l ed behav i ors that were a part of the 
observat i on a l  scheme , wh i ch f o l l ows the data ana l ys i s  
o f  Ladd < 1 983 > and Sm i th ( 1 978 > . 
Resu 1 t s  
I n  ana l yz i ng the resu l t s of t h i s  study , behav i ors 
wh i ch f e l l i nt o  the 11 Absent/Other11 category were 
I gnored , s i nce th i s  behav i or accounted for J ess than 1 %  
< . 58% ) of a l l of the behav i ors.  The percent ages for 
each of the rema i n i ng e i gh t  behav i ors < I ndependent 
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Pass i ve <IP), I n dependent Act i ve <IA>, Posi t i ve 
Nonhandl capped <NH+), Posi t i ve Handi capped <H+), 
Posi t i ve M i xed <M+), Nega t i ve Nonhandi capped <NH-), 
Negat i ve Handi capped <H-), Negat i ve M i xe d  <M- ) )  were 
calculated for the var i ab l es of gender <Boy , G i r l )  , 
I n sert Tab l es 2 and 3 abou t here 
han d i cap <Nonhandi capped, Learn i n g  D i sab l ed) , and 
status <Popul ar/Average , Unpopu l ar) . The percentage 
tot a l s  for each group were d i v i de d  by the number i n  
each group t i mes 168 <the t o t a l  number of behav i or 
samples for each subj ect ) .  The number of behav i or 
occurrences for each group l s  a l so shown i n  Tab l e s  2 
and 3 .  Separate 2 x 2 x 2 mu l t i vari a t e  ana l yses of 
vari ance were then performed on each behav i or t o  
exam i ne the d i f ferences due t o  gender, hand i cap , and 
status i n  the perce n t age of t i me studen t s  spe n t  a l one 
or i n t eract i ng w i th the i r  peers. 
I ndependent Behav i ors 
For the ' 'Independent Pass i v e "  behav i or, there were 
slgnlf lcant d i f ferences for the ma i n  effects of Gender 
F(3,1)=39.86 ( p< . 0 0 1) and Hand i cap F(3,1) = 49.83, 
<p< . 001), but no s i gn i f i cant d i f ferences were found for 
I nsert Tab l e  4 abou t here 
Soc i a l  Status 
34 
Status . G i r l s  spent 8 . 50% of the t i me watch i ng others, 
wh i l e  boys on l y  spent 3 . 38% of the i r  t ime pass i ve l y  
watch i ng others. Ch i l dren who were nonhandi capped 
spent 3 . 1 9% of the t i me a l one, wh i l e  chi l dren l abe l l ed 
l earn i ng d i sab l ed were unoccup i e d  1 5 . 42% of the t ime . 
Two-way i n teract i ons revea l ed no s i gn i f i cant 
d i f ferences between the factors . A three-way 
i n teract i on of Gender x Handi cap x Status revea l ed a 
s i gn i f i cant i n teract i on F( 3 , 1 ) = 1 3 . 93 ,  ( p < . 0 0 1 > .  
The anal yses on how often the subj ects p l ayed 
a l one i ndependent l y  i n  the "I ndependent Ac t i ve "  
behav i or are shown i n  Tab l e  5 .  On l y  the 
Insert Tab l e  5 about here 
ma i n  ef fect of Gender approached stat i st i cal  
s i gn i f i cance F< 3 , 1 )  = 3 . 85 ,  ( p < . 061 ) .  Boys p l ayed 
a l one 1 3.72% of the t i me ; whereas, g i r l s  spent 1 9 . 43% 
of the t i me p l ay i ng a l on e .  
Pos i t i ve Behav i ors 
The resu l ts of the " Pos i t i ve Nonhand i c apped" p l ay 
Insert Tab l e  6 about here 
behav i or revea l ed a s i gn l f  l can t ma i n  ef fect for 
Handi cap F( 3 , 1 ) = 26 . 51 , < p < . 00 1 ) , w i th Status 
approach i ng stat i st i ca l  s i gn i f i cance F < 3,1) = 3.79, 
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<p< . 063) . Ch i l dren who were nonhan d l capped I n t eracted 
pos i t i ve l y  w l th s i m i l ar others 63 . 33% of the t i me . 
Ch i l dren l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed p l ayed pos i t i ve l y  
wi th ch i l dren who were nonhandi capped 1 2 . 55% of the 
t ime. Ch i l dren i n  the popu l ar/average group i nt eracted 
w i th ch i l dren who were nonhandi capped 56 . 0 4% of the 
t i me, wh i l e  ch i l dren of unpopu l ar status d i d  so 29 . 56% 
of the t i me . No s i gn i f i cant rel a t i onsh i ps were shown 
for the two-way or three-way I n terac t i on s .  
The resu l ts o f  t h e  " Pos i t i ve Handi capped" p l ay 
behav i or revea l ed that the ma i n  effects of Handi cap and 
Status were stat i st i c a l l y  s i gn i f i can t ,  F< 3 , 1 >  = 37 . 93 ,  
I nsert Tab l e  7 about here 
< p < . 00 1 >  and F < 3 , 1 >  = 8 . 51 , ( p < . 0 07) , respect i vel y .  
Ch i l dren l abel l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed played pos i t i vel y 
w i th simi l ar others 4 1 . 77% of the t i me , wh i l e  ch i l dren 
who were nonhandi capped p l ayed wi th ch i l dren l abel l ed 
l earn i ng d i sab l ed on l y  2 . 03% of the t i me . Ch i l dren of 
popu l ar/average status p l ayed w i th t h i s  group 4 . 90 %  of 
the t i me , wh i l e  ch i l dren who were unpopu l ar i n t eracted 
w i th t h i s  group 1 8 . 55% of the t i me . An ana l ys i s  of the 
two-way I n terac t i on of Gender x Status approached 
stat i s t i ca l  s i gn i f i cance F( 3 , 1 )  = 3 . 73 ,  ( p < . 0 65 > . 
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Other two- and three-way analyses revea l ed no 
s i gn i f i cant di f ferences. 
For the "Pos i t i ve M i xed" play behav i or ,  there was 
a s l gn l f  l can t ma l n  e f fect for Gender F < 3 , 1 )  = 1 0 . 68 ,  
I nsert Table 8 abou t here 
( p < . 003) . Boys played posi t i ve l y  i n  m i xed groups 
29 . 70% of the t ime , whereas, g i r l s  only p l ayed 
posi t i vely i n  m i xed groups 7 . 74% of the t ime . No other 
s i gn i f i cant relat i onsh i ps were ev i dent through two- and 
three-way anal yses of var i ance . 
Negat i ve Behav i ors 
Negat i ve behav i ors accoun ted for 1 . 06% of a l l the 
behav i or s .  Resu l ts from the "Negat i ve Nonhandi capped" 
Insert Tab l e 9 about here 
p l ay behav i or revealed that the two-way i n teract i ons of 
Gender x Status and Handi cap x Status were s i gn i f i cant 
F < 3 , 1 >  = 5 . 72 ,  ( p < . 025) and F < 3 , 1 )  = 5 . 44 ( p < . 028) , 
respec t i ve l y .  Boys of popul ar/average st atus di sp l ayed 
t h i s  behav i or . 30% of the t i me , g i r l s  of s i m i l ar status 
. 26% of the t i me . Boys were were unpopu l ar played 
negat i ve l y  w i th s i m i lar peers . 64% of the t ime; gi rls 
of unpopular status . 20% of the t i me . Ch i ldren who 
were l earn i ng d i sab l ed and of popular/average status 
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p l ayed negat i vel y .71 %  of the t i me , wh i l e  those who 
were unpopu l ar d i d  so . 60% of the t i me . Ch i l dren who 
were nonhandl capped and of popu l ar-average status 
p l ayed i n  a nega t i ve manner w i th t h e i r  peers . 1 5% of 
the t i me. Ch i l dren who were unpopu l ar p l ayed 
negat i ve l y  1 . 1 9% of the t i me . No s i gn i f i cant resu l ts 
were found for the ma i n  effects and for three-way 
i n terac t i on s .  
N o  s l gn l f  l cant rel at i onsh ips were found for t h e  
ma i n  effec t s ,  two-way l n t erac t l ons , o r  three-way 
I nsert Tab l e  1 0  about here 
i n t erac t i ons for the behav i or 0£ negat i v e  handi capped 
p l ay. 
For the " Negat i ve M i xed" group p l ay behav i or ,  
Status was a s i gn i f i cant factor FC 3 , 1 ) = 9 . 58 ,  
Insert Tab l e  1 1  about here 
( p < . 005) , wh i l e  Gender approached stat i s t i ca l  
s i gn i f i cance FC 3 , 1 ) = 3 . 83 , Cp<.062 > .  Ch i l dren who 
were of popu l ar/average status d i sp l ayed negat i ve 
behav i ors i n  a mi xed group 0 % ;  those who were rated as 
unpopu l ar d i d  so . 64% of the t i me. Boys p l ayed 
n egat i vel y .41 %  of the t ime; g i r l s  d i d  not p l ay 
n egat i ve l y  at a l l .  The two-way i n t eract i ons of Gender 
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x Status was s i gn i f i cant F < 3 , 1 )  =8 . 1 3 ( p < . 00 9 ) . The 
on l y  group t o  be i nvol ved i n  negat i v e  i n teract i ons was 
boys of unpopu l ar status, who p l ayed negat i ve l y  1 . 1 1 % 
of the t i me . 
D i scuss i on 
The purpose of th i s  study was t o  determ i ne the 
re l at i onsh i ps between gender , hand i cap , soc i a l  status , 
and p l ay behav i or dur i ng recess . It does have l im i ted 
general i z abi l i ty due t o  the sma l l  samp l e  s l z e  and the 
l i mi ted se t t i ng .  However , the resu l t s d i d  I nd i cate 
numerous re l a t i onsh i ps among the var i ab l es .  
Some extraneous factors may have had an e f fect on 
the resu l ts .  F i rst , usi ng a school from a l ow- t o  
m i dd l e-soc i oeconom i c  background may have i n f l uenced the 
resu l ts .  The poss i b i l i t y ex i st s  that students from 
l ower soc i oeconom i c  backgrounds may have more 
d i f f i cu l t y w i t h  peer i n terac t i ons than students who 
come from a h i gher soc i oeconom i c  status. Secon d ,  the 
accuracy of the P l ay W i th Rat i ng Sca l e  I n  appra i s i ng 
soc i a l  status wou l d  have had a maJor Impact on the 
resu l t s .  I f  the students d i d  not accurate l y  rate the 
other stude n t s ,  the resu l ts wou l d  not have been val i d ,  
wh i ch i n  turn wou l d  have af fected the ent i re set-up of 
the study . Th i rd ,  the subJ ects were on l y  observed once 
every week , so resu l t s may have ref l ected other 
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d i f ferences lf the data had been collected da l l y .  
Nex t , because data was taken on l y  at noon recess, one 
cannot be cert a i n  whether data coll ected at other t i mes 
would have had a di f ferent outcome . A l so, the chance 
ex ists that the subJ ects may not have been 
represen tat i ve of the popu l at i on .  S i nce the subjects 
were aware that observat i ons were tak i ng p l ace , the i r  
behav i or could have been affected.  Other factors wh i ch 
may have had an ef fect on the results were unequ a l  
numbers of boys and g i r l s  and o f  ch i l dren who were 
nonhandi capped and l earn i ng d i sabled.  
Even wi th i ts l i m i t at i on s ,  th i s  st udy produced 
resu l t s wh i ch are relevant to the f i e l d  of educat i on ,  
spec i f i cally t o  i t s soc i a l  aspe c t s .  The soc i ome t r i c  
resu l ts of th i s  study showed that , overa l l ,  ch i l dren 
labelled l earn i ng d i sab l ed i n  self-con t a i ned se t t i ngs 
occup i ed a l ower soc i oeconom i c  status than the i r  peers . 
A l l e l even students l abelled l earn i ng d i sab l ed were 
ranked as average or unpopul ar I n  status w i th s i x  of 
the e l even ranked as unpopu l ar .  These resu l ts support 
the research of Bender et a l . ,  1984; Coben and Zi gmond, 
1 986; Gresham and Resch l y ,  1 986; and Mor r i son , 1 981 ) .  
The possi b i l i ty ex i st s  that the ch i l dren were rated as 
such because they were not w i th the ch i l dren i n  the 
regu l ar c l assroom the maJ orlty of the day or that there 
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may actua l l y  be character i st i cs wh i ch ch i l dren l abe l l ed 
l earn i ng d i sab l ed possess that result i n  other chi l dren 
rat i ng them l ower I n  soc i a l  status. Further research 
w i t h  other subj ects i n  se l f-con t a i ned set t i ngs may shed 
some l i ght on th i s  quest i on .  
The g i r l s  l abelled lear n i ng d i sab l ed ,  though few I n  
number , p l ayed a l one over 50% of the t ime. These 
resu l ts support other f i nd i ngs that gi r l s  l abe l l ed 
l earn i ng d i sab l ed were not we l l  accepted < Bryan , 1 974; 
Got t l i eb e t  al., 1 986; Levy & Got t l i eb ,  1 984; Scranton 
& Ryckman , 1979> . The two g i r l s  spent over 28% of the 
t i me watch i ng others , poss i b l y  because they were 
content to watch others play or because they had 
trouble i n i t i at i ng f r i endsh i ps. The g i r l s  tended to 
wa i t  for someone to approach them to p l ay ,  rather than 
i n i t i at i ng the contact themse l ves.  Overall, gi rls were 
more l i ke l y  than boys t o  d i sp l ay the " Independent 
Pass i ve "  behav i or. 
Boys and gi rls l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed spent 
s i gn i f i cant l y  more t i me I n  the " I ndependen t  Pass i v e "  
behav i or than the i r  peers who were nonhandi capped . 
Th i s  supports the resu l t s of Got t l i eb e t  a l . < 1 986> and 
Levy and Got t l i eb < 1 984>  who found that ch i l dren 
l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed spent a s i gn i f i cant amoun t  
o f  t ime p l ay i ng a l one . A s i gn i f i cant re l at i onsh i p  was 
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found for Gender x Handi cap x Status. The resu l ts 
wou l d  imp l y  that gi r l s  who were l earn i ng d i sabl ed and 
were rated l ow i n  popu l ar i t y wou l d  be more l i ke l y  to 
watch others p l ay and wander around than any of the 
other group comb i nat i ons. 
W i th the " Independent Ac t i ve "  p l ay ,  gi r l s  spent 
more t i me p l ay i ng a l one than boys d i d .  I t  shou l d  be 
poi nted out that p l ay i ng a l one i s  not necessar i l y  bad. 
I t  l s  feas i b l e  that g i r l s  are more comfortab l e  p l ay i ng 
by themse l ves and do not need compan i ons I n  order t o  
enj oy themse l ves . None the l ess , i t  l s  poss i b l e  that 
g i r l s  do have more troub l e  en ter i ng and stay i ng I n  
p l aygroups . 
Resu l t s from the 11 Pos i t l ve Nonhandi capped" 
behav i or were s i gn i f  l cant for hand i cap . Boys and g i r l s  
who were nonhandi capped tended t o  p l ay w i th simi l ar 
others the maj or i t y  ( 60%)  of the t i me , wh i l e  boys and 
gi r l s  l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed p l ayed w i th students 
who were nonhandl capped on l y  1 1 . 5% of the t ime. I t  l s  
apparent that fami l i ar i t y w i th others d i d  not i ncrease 
the frequency of I n terac t i ons between ch i l dren l abe l l ed 
l earn i ng ds l ab l ed and the i r  peers who were 
nonhandlcapped. These resul t s  support the f i ndi ngs of 
other researchers < Morr i son , 1 981 ; Pet erson & Hara l i ck ,  
1 977) who found that students who were nonhandi capped 
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i n t eracted more w i th others who were nonhandi capped 
than w i th peers who were handi capped. 
Status was a l so a s i gn i f i cant var i ab l e  l n  the 
I n terac t i on w i th students who were nonhandicapped. 
Ch i l dren who were rated as popu l ar/average status 
p l ayed w i th chi l dren who were nonhandi capped a l most 
tw i ce as often as ch i l dren who were u npopu l ar d i d .  
Th i s  f i nd l ng cou l d  be i nd i rec t l y  re l ated t o  the fact 
that a greater percent age of ch i l dren l abe l l ed l earn i ng 
d i sab l e d  were rated as unpopu l ar as opposed t o  the 
number of ch i l dren who were nonhandi capped who were 
rated as unpopu l ar .  
The resu l t s of the "Pos i t i ve Handi capped" 
i n t eract i ons supports the above f l n d i ngs . Th i s  
beha v i or was exh i b i ted s i gn i f i cant l y  more often for 
boys and g i r l s  who were l earn i ng d i sab l ed .  Aga i n ,  
ch i l dren tended t o  p l ay more w i th those who were of a 
s im i l ar abi l i t y ,  even though they were fami l i ar w i th 
everyone . Ch i l dren who were unpopu l ar I n teracted wi th 
ch i l dren who were l earn i ng d i sab l ed s i gn i f i cant l y  more 
often than ch i l dren of popu l ar/average status d i d .  
Aga i n ,  there were more ch i l dren l abe l l ed l earn i ng 
d i sab l ed rated as unpopu l ar than were ch i l dren who were 
nonhandi capped. 
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For " Posi t i ve M i xed" p l ay behav i or ,  boys p l ayed 
posi t i ve l y  w i th others s i gn i f i cant l y  more often than 
g i r l s  d i d .  Th i s  f i nd i ng suppor t s  the prev i ous research 
of Peterson and Hara l i ck ( 1 977> and Ladd < 1 983 > .  I t  
cou l d  be that the boys I n teracted I n  l arger groups and 
w i th a var i e t y  of peers ; whereas , g i r l s  tended to p l ay 
wi th the same mates . I t  was noted that the boys who 
were l earn i ng d i sab l ed and were ma i nst reamed for math 
tended to par t i c i pate more i n  m i xed groups than d i d  
other students l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed ,  wh i l e  the 
g i r l  who was ma i nstreamed very se l dom i n teracted i n  a 
nonhandi capped or m i xed s i tuat i on .  For the boys , th i s  
may be I nd i cat i ve that ma i nstream i ng was a pos i t i ve 
expe r i ence . 
When l ook i ng at the resu l ts of the negat i ve 
behav i ors , one must be very care f u l  genera l i z i ng the 
resu l ts because of the i r  sma l l  propor t i on as compared 
to the i ndependent and pos i t i ve behav i ors . Boys who 
were rated as unpopu l ar exh i b i ted more " Negat i ve 
Nonhandl capped" behav i ors , than d i d  g i r l s  of the same 
status or boys and gi r l s  who were rated as 
popu l ar/average . The f i ndi ngs of Ladd ( 1 983 ) were 
s i m i l ar i n  that ch i l dren who were rej ected d i sp l ayed 
more negat i ve behav i ors.  
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I n t erest i ng l y ,  ch i l dren who were nonhandl capped 
and were rated as unpopu l ar were more negat i ve i n  the i r  
i n teract i ons than any other comb i nat i on of handi cap and 
statu s .  I f  the f i nd i ngs were t o  support previ ous 
f l ndl ngs I n  t h i s  paper and the research of other 
profess i ona l s ,  then ch i l dren who were l earn i ng d i sab l ed 
and unpopu l ar shou l d  have been i nvol ved I n  negat i ve 
behav i ors more of ten . Of the four two-way 
l nteract l on s ,  th l s  group ranked as th i rd i n  percen tage 
of g i v i ng/rece i v i ng negat i ve behav i ors.  Th i s  may be 
exp l a i ned by the fact that students who were 
nonhandi capped I nteracted the maJor i ty of the t i me w i th 
other students who were nonhandlcapped. For the 
" Negat i ve Handi capped" i n terac t i on s ,  there were no 
s l gn i f  i cant d i f ferences for gende�. handi cap , or 
status . 
I n  a " Negat i ve M i xed" p l ay group , ch i l dren who 
were rated as unpopu l ar were i nvol ved i n  negat i ve 
i n terac t i ons s i gn i f i cant l y  more often than ch i l dren 
rated as popu l ar/average . Boys i n teracted negat i ve l y  
more often than gi r l s ,  poss i b l y  because boys are more 
aggress i ve than gi r l s .  I n  l ook i ng at the i n terac t i on 
between Gender and Status, boys who were unpopu l ar were 
the on l y  group t o  be i nvol ved i n  negat i ve i n teract i on s .  
Th i s  support s  ear l i er f i ndi ngs that ch i l dren who are 
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unpopu l ar tend to be the gi ver or rec i p i en t  of negat i ve 
behav i or more of t en than ch i l dren of a h i gher soc i a l  
status . 
From the present study , we can draw several 
con c l u s i on s .  Concern i ng gende r ,  g i r l s  were more l i ke l y  
than boys t o  p l ay a l one , wh i l e  boys d i sp l ayed more 
negat i ve behav i ors . Look i ng at hand i cap , ch i l dren of 
s i m i l ar abi l i t i es tended to p l ay wi t h  others of the 
same abi l i t y .  Ch i l dren l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed 
p l ayed a l one s i gn i f i can t l y  more o f t en than ch i l dren who 
were nonhandicapped. Fi n a l l y ,  soc i a l  status revea l ed 
that ch i l dren who were popu l ar/average i n  status tended 
to p l ay wi th ch i l dren who were nonhandl capped, wh i l e 
ch i l dren of an unpopu l ar status p l ayed w i th ch i l dren 
who were l earn i ng d i sab l ed .  Ch i l dren who were 
unpopu l ar were I nvol ved i n  more negat i ve i n teract i on s .  
Further research l s  needed i n  t h i s  are a ,  spec l f  i c  
t o  ch i l dren l n  se l f-con t a i ned set t i ngs . Such stud i es 
shou l d  use subj ects from vary i ng econom i c  backgrounds 
i n  order t o  determ i ne i ts ef fect on the p l ay behav i ors 
of the students.  U t i l i z i ng a l arger samp l e  may produce 
more conc l us i ve resu l ts .  Further stud i es shou l d  be 
conducted w i th equal numbers i n  each of the samp l es t o  
ensure h i gher r e l i ab i l i ty .  A l so imperat i ve wou l d  be a 
study compar i ng the p l ay behav i ors and soc i a l  status of 
Soc i a l  Status 
46 
students i n  resource se t t i ngs , se l f-con t a i ned se t t i ngs, 
and students i n  the regu l ar c l assrooms . 
Us i ng a l ternat i ng observat ion schedu l es m i gh t  
produce di ffer i n g  resu l ts wh i ch wou l d  add to the body 
of knowl edge i n  th i s  are a .  Observat i ons of trans i t i on 
t i me between c l asses or other act i v i t i ies may a l so 
revea l the nature of peer i n teract i ons between students 
who are nonhandi capped and students who are l earn i ng 
d i sab l ed .  Another avenue of research cou l d  i n c l ude the 
i mp l ementat i on of a cooperat i ve l earn i ng procedure i n  
wh i ch students l earn how t o  p l ay together . Us i ng 
pre-and posttest data wou l d  a l l ow the researcher to 
compare the e f f ect i veness of such a program . A f l na l  
suggest i on wou l d  be t o  compare observat i ons of 
i nteract i ons i n  the c l assroom wi th i n teract i ons at p l ay 
to determ i ne any s i m i l ar i t i es or di f f erences i n  the two 
se t t i ngs. 
Conc l us i on 
The present f l nd i ngs suggest that some 
i n terven t i on l s  necessary t o  enhance the soc i a l  status 
of students l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed and to i ncrease 
the i r  i n terac t i ons w i th students who are 
nonhand l capped. Because the present study was 
conducted dur i ng the l ast s i x  weeks of schoo l , one 
wou l d  assume that the students were fami l i ar w i th each 
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other and that many i n teract i ons across gende r ,  
hand i cap , and soc i a l  status wou l d  be occurr i ng. The 
resu l t s of th i s  study have i nd i cated otherwise. 
The author does not advocate the segregat i on of 
students w i th spec i a l  needs, on l y  that some k i nd of 
i n terven t i on l s  necessary i f  ma i nstream i ng l s  t o  be a 
successfu l expe r i ence for the ch i l dren i nvol ved. Even 
ch i l dren who are ma i nstreamed for art , mus i c ,  and p.e. 
shou l d  be ab l e  to benef i t  from pos i t i ve and frequent 
i n terac t i on w i th ch i l dren i n  the regu l ar c l assroom. 
Such an i n terven t i on cou l d  i nd i rect l y  i n f l uence the 
academ i c  performance wh i l e  enhan c i ng the soc i a l  
acceptance of students l abe l l ed l earn i ng d i sab l ed � 
the i r  peers who are nonhandl capped. As Gresham ( 1 982 > 
stated, l t  has been assumed that ma i nstream i ng wi l l  
work wi thout ef fort . I t  l s  t i me for the assump t i ons to 
end, and for i n tervent i on t o  beg i n .  
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Appendix A 
How much do you 1 1  ke to p l ay w i th th i s  person at schoo l ?  
@� © ©© 
Name Not at Not Doesn " t  A A 
A l  1 Much Mat t er L i t t l e  Lot 
John Aber l e  1 2 3 4 5 
Mary Carr 1 � � 3 4 5 
Todd F i nk 1 2 3 4 5 
Susan Frye 1 2 3 4 5 
Tony Me t l l n 1 2 3 4 5 
R i t a Rank i n  1 2 3 4 5 
T i na Thomas 1 2 3 4 5 
�npyr i ght 1 977 hy S i n g l Atnn � n rl A�hAr 
Appendix B 
I ndependent Pass i ve < I P >  
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Student l s  a l one , e i ther i n  c l ose prox i m i t y  or 
di stant from peers , and appears to be unoccup i e d  or 
s i mp l y  watch i ng others. < e . g .  wander i ng around, not 
engag i n g  i n  any act i v i t y 
I ndependent Ac t i ve < I A >  
SubJ ect l s  a l one , e i ther I n  c l ose prox im i ty or 
d i stant from peers wi thout i n teract i ng ,  but he or she 
i s  engaged i n  the act i ve use of some obj ect or I nv o l ved 
I n  a gross motor act i v i t y .  < e . g .  p l ay i ng w i th a toy , 
f i x i ng someth i ng ,  shoot i ng baskets.  sw i ng i ng >  
Pos i t i ve P l ay I n terac t i ons w i th Peers who are 
Nonhand i capped < NH+ > 
Subject l s  i nv o l ved I n  an acceptab l e phys i ca l  or 
verba l cooperat i ve act i v i ty on l y  w i th peers who are 
nonhandicapped. Phys i ca l  act i v i t i es :  p l ay i ng tag, 
shar i ng a toy , p l ay f i gh t l ng ,  p l ay i ng an organ i z ed 
game , p l ay i n g  on a tee ter- tot ter , J ump i n g  rope . 
Verbal act i v i t i es :  sm i l i ng ,  l augh i ng t a l k i ng .  
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Pos i t i ve P l ay I n t eract i ons w i th Peers who are 
Handi capped < H + >  
Subj ect l s  i nvol ved i n  an acceptab l e  phys i ca l  or 
verbal cooperat i ve act i v i t y on l y  w i th peers who are 
nonhand l capped. Phy s i c a l  act i v i t i es :  p l ay i n g  tag, 
shar i ng a t oy ,  p l ay f i gh t l ng ,  p l ay i ng an organ i zed game , 
p l ay i ng on a teeter- totter , J ump i n g .  Verbal 
act i v i t i es :  smi l i ng ,  l augh i ng ,  t a l k i ng .  
Pos i t i ve P l ay I n t erac t i ons w i th a M i xed Group < M+ >  
SubJ ect l s  I nv o l ved i n  an acceptab l e  physical  or 
verbal cooperat i ve act i v i t y w i th both peers who are 
handi capped and peers who are nonhandi capped. Phys i ca l  
act i v i t i e s :  p l ay i ng tag, shar i ng a t oy ,  p l ay f i gh t l ng ,  
p l ay i ng a n  organ i zed game , p l ay i ng o n  a teeter-tot ter , 
J ump i ng rope . Verbal act i v i t i es :  smi l i ng ,  l augh i ng ,  
t a l k i ng .  
Negat i ve P l ay I n terac t i ons w i th Peers who are 
Nonhandl capped < NH- ) 
Subj ect l s  i nvol ved i n  a negat i ve phy s i ca l  or 
verba l express i on of unfr i endl i ness or host i l i t y w i th 
peers who are nonhandlcapped. Phys i ca l  act i v i t i es :  
push i ng ,  h i t t i ng ,  k i ck i ng ,  i n terfer i ng w i th an 
act i v i t y .  Verba l act i v i t i e s :  ye l l i ng ,  i nsu l t i ng ,  
threaten i ng ,  argu i ng .  
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Negat i ve P l ay I n terac t i ons w i th Peers who are 
Hand i c apped < H- >  
Subj ect l s  I nvol ved l n  a negat i ve phy s i ca l  or 
verba l express i on of un f r i end l i ness or host i l i t y w i th 
peers who are handi capped. Phys i ca l  act i v i t i es :  
push i ng ,  h i t t i ng ,  k i ck i ng ,  I n terfer i ng w i th an 
act i v i t y .  Verbal act i v i t i es : ye l l i ng ,  I nsu l t i ng ,  
threaten i ng ,  argu i ng .  
Negat i ve P l ay I n terac t i ons w i th a M i xed Group < M - >  
Subj ect l s  I nv o l ved I n  a negat i ve phys i c a l  or 
verbal express i on of unfri endl i ness or host i l i t y w i th 
peers who are nonhandi capped and peers who are 
handi capped. Phys i ca l  act i v i t i es :  push i ng ,  h i t t i ng ,  
k i ck i ng ,  i nterfer i ng w i th an act i v i t y .  Verbal 
act i v i t i e s :  ye l l i ng ,  i nsu l t i ng ,  threat en i ng ,  argu i ng .  
Absent/Other (A/0) 
Subj ect l s  not v i s i b l e  or l s  i n terac t i ng w i th the 
teacher . 
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H- M- A/O 
Tab l e  1 
Scores for the P l ay Wi th Rat i ng Sca l e  
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2nd Grade ( poss i b l e 1 4 0 )  3rd Grade ( poss i b l e  1 1 6 )  
Popu l ar 
Average 
Unpopu l ar 
Boys 
1 1 0 
1 0 8  
1 0 7  
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Tab l e  2 
Percent of Behav i ors for Ma l e  Handicap and Status 
Pop/Ave Unpopu l ar Pop/Ave Unpopu l ar 
Behav i ors NLD NLD LD LD Tot a l  
I P  * 1 3/ 1 344 0/336 32/672 63/840 1 08/3 1 92 
** . 97% 0% 4 . 76% 7 . 50% 3.38% 
I A  1 28/1344 44/336 80/672 1 86/840 438/31 92 
9 . 52% 1 3 .  1 0 %  1 1 . 91 %  22 . 1 4% 1 3 . 72% 
NH+ 838/ 1 344 1 22/336 1 57/672 41/840 1 1 58/31 92 
62 . 35% 36 . 3 1 %  23. 36% 4 . 88% 36 . 28% 
H+ 34/1344 32/336 97/672 304/840 467/3192 
2 . 53% 9 . 52% 1 4 . 43% 36 . 1 9% 1 4 . 63% 
M+ 322/ 1 344 1 1 9/336 287/672 220/840 948/3192 
23. 96% 35. 42% 42 . 7 1 %  26 . 1 9% 29.70% 
NH- 1/1 344 9/336 5/672 4/840 1 9/31 92 
.07% 2 . 68% . 74% . 48% . 60% 
H- 3/1344 1/336 1 1/672 6/840 21/31 92 
. 22% . 30% 1 . 64% . 7 1 %  . 66% 
M- 0/1344 5/336 0/672 8/840 1 3/3192 
0% 1 . 49% 0% . 95% .4 1 %  
Other 5/ 1 344 4/336 3/672 8/840 20/31 92 
. 39% 1 . 1 9% . 45% . 95% . 63% 
*Number of occurrences for each group 
**Percent age of each behav i or for each group 
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Tab l e 3 
Percent of Behav i ors for Fema l e  Handi cap and Status 
Pop/Avg Unpopu l ar Pop/Avg Unpopu l ar Tota l  
Behav i or NLD NLD LD LD 
I P  63/ 1 344 42/672 64/ 1 68 3 1 / 1 68 200/2352 
4 . 69% 6 . 25% 38 . 1 0% 1 8 . 45% 8 . 50% 
I A  247/ 1 344 1 0 4/672 34/168 72/ 168 457/2352 
1 8 . 38% 1 5 . 48% 20 . 24% 42 . 86% 1 9 . 43% 
NH+ 960/1 344 421 / 1 344 22/168 1 2/ 1 68 1 4 1 5/2352 
71 . 43% 62 . 65% 1 3 .  1 0 %  7 . 1 4% 60 . 1 6% 
H+ 0/1344 9/672 42/168 29/ 1 68 80/2352 
0% . 45% 25 . 00% 1 7 . 62% 3 . 40% 
M+ 67/ 1 344 93/672 0/168 22/168 1 82/2352 
4 . 96% 7 . 94% 0% 1 3 .  1 0 %  7 . 74% 
NH- 3/1344 0/672 1 / 1 68 0/168 4/2352 
. 22% 0% . 60% 0% . 1 7% 
H- 2/1 344 0/672 0/168 0/168 2/2352 
. 1 5% 0% 0% 0% . 0 9% 
M- 0/ 1 344 0/672 0/168 0/168 0/2352 
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Other 2/1344 3/672 5/1 68 2/168 1 2/2352 
. 1 5% . 45% 2 . 98% 1 . 1 9% . 5 1 %  
*Number of occurrences for each group 
**Percentage of each behav i or for each group 
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Tab l e  4 
I n deEendent Pass i ve Behav i or 
Sum of Mean S i gn l f .  
Source Of Var i at i on Squares DF Square F of F 
Ma i n  Effects 2492 . 491 3 830 . 830 22 . 80 1  . 0 00 
Gender 1 452 . 426 1 1 452 . 426 39 . 860 . 00 0  
Handi cap 1 8 1 5 . 686 1 1 8 1 5 . 686 49. 829 . 000 
Status 1 1 . 237 1 1 1 . 237 . 308 . 584 
2-way I n terac t i ons 1 1 90 . 233 3 396 . 744 1 0 . 888 . 000 
Gender , Handi cap 1 1 74 . 388 1 1 1 74 . 388 32. 230 . 000 
Gender , Status 87. 449 1 87 . 449 2 . 400 . 1 34 
Hand i cap , Status 62 . 763 1 62 . 763 1 . 722 . 20 1  
3-way I n terac t i ons 50 7 . 659 1 50 7 . 659 1 3 . 932 . 0 0 1  
Gender , Hand i cap , 507 . 659 1 507 . 659 1 3 . 932 . 00 1  
Status 
Soc i a l  Status 
72 
Tab l e  5 
Independent Act i ve Behav i or 
Sum of Mean S l gn l f .  
Source of Var i at i on Squares DF Square F of F 
Ma i n  Effects 2639 . 443 3 879 . 8 1 4  2 . 449 . 087 
Gender 1 384 . 0 1 5  1 1 384 . 0 1 5  3 . 853 . 061 
Handi cap 1 0 29 . 91 9  1 1 029. 91 9 2 . 867 . 1 03 
Status 371 . 427 1 371 . 427 1 . 034 . 3 1 9  
2-way I n t eract i ons 1 00 1 . 583 3 333 . 86 1  . 929 . 44 1  
Gender , Handi cap 1 96 . 1 79 1 1 96 . 1 79 . 546 . 467 
Gende r ,  Status 4 . 040 1 4 . 040 . 0 1 1  . 91 6  
Handi cap , Status 599. 882 1 599 . 882 1 . 670 . 208 
3-way I n terac t i ons 290 . 8 1 3  1 290 . 8 1 3  . 8 1 0  . 377 
Gender , Handi cap , 290 . 8 1 3  1 290 . 81 3  . 81 0  . 377 
Status 
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Tab l e  6 
Pos l t l ve Nonhand l caeeed Behav i or 
Sum of Mean S i gn i f  
Source of Var i at i on Squares DF Square F of F 
Ma i n  E f f ects 59162 . 652 3 1 9720 . 884 1 6 . 648 . 000 
Gender 1 754 . 077 1 1 754 . 077 1 . 48 1  . 235 
Handi cap 3 1 400 . 566 1 3 1 400 . 566 26 . 508 . 000 
Status 4484. 678 1 4484 . 678 3 . 786 . 0 63 
2-way I n t erac t i ons 2062 . 1 98 3 687 . 399 . 580 . 633 
Gender , Handi cap 1 524 . 925 1 1 524 . 925 1 . 287 . 267 
Gender , Status 1 003 . 539 1 1003 . 539 . 847 . 366 
Hand i cap , Status 1 4 1 . 2 1 8  1 1 4 1 . 2 1 8  . 1 1 9 . 733 
3-way I n t erac t i ons 1 8 . 320 1 1 8 . 320 . 0 1 5  . 902 
Gende r ,  Hand icap ,  1 8 . 320 1 1 8 . 320 . 0 1 5  . 902 
Status 
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Tab l e  7 
Pos i t i ve Handi capeed Behav i or 
Sum of Mean S i gn i f .  
Source of Var i at i on Squares DF Square F of F 
Ma i n  Effects 1 3 1 79 . 558 3 4393 . 1 86 26 . 1 39 . 000 
Gender 435 . 570 1 435 . 570 2 . 592 . 1 20 
Handi cap 6374 . 1 32 1 6374 . 1 32 37. 925 . 000 
Status 1 429 . 80 4  1 1 429 . 804 8 . 507 . 007 
2-way I n t eract i ons 1 405 . 774 3 468 . 591 2 . 788 . 0 6 1  
Gender , Handi cap 24 . 8 1 7  1 24 . 8 1 7  . 1 48 . 70 4  
Gende r ,  Status 627 . 445 1 627 . 445 3 . 733 . 065 
Handi cap , Status 205 . 1 23 1 205 . 1 23 1 . 220 . 280 
3-way I n terac t i ons 464 . 928 1 464 . 928 2 . 766 . 1 09 
Gender , Handi cap 464 . 928 1 464 . 928 2 . 766 . 1 09 
Status 
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Tab l e  8 
Pos i t i ve M i xed Beha v i or 
Sum of Mean S i gn i f .  
Source of Var i at i on Squares DF Square F of F 
Ma i n  Effects 1 1 500 . 345 3 3833 . 448 4 . 909 . 0 08 
Gender 8335 . 630 1 8335 . 630 1 0 . 675 . 003 
Handi cap 321 . 270 1 321 . 270 . 4 1 1 . 527 
Status 76 . 94 1  1 76 . 94 1  . 099 . 756 
2-way I n t erac t i ons 2477 . 205 3 825 . 735 1 . 057 . 385 
Gende r ,  Handi cap 3 1 5 . 0 1 0  1 3 1 5 . 0 1 0  . 403 . 531 
Gender , Status 1 80 . 235 1 1 80 . 235 . 23 1  . 635 
Handi cap , Status 1 227 . 1 24 1 1 227 . 1 24 1 . 572 . 222 
3-way I n terac t i ons 849 . 1 35 1 849 . 1 35 1 . 087 . 307 
Gende r ,  Hand i cap , 849 . 1 35 1 849 . 135 1 . 087 . 307 
Status 
Soc i a l  Status 
76 
Tab l e  9 
Negat i ve Handi capped Behav i or 
Sum of Mean S i gn i f .  
Source of Var i at i on Squares DF Square F of F 
Ma i n  Effects 6 . 944 3 2 . 31 5  . 754 . 531 
Gender 3 . 946 1 3 . 946 1 . 284 . 268 
Handi cap . 095 1 . 095 . 03 1  . 862 
Status 2 . 803 1 2 . 803 . 9 1 3  . 349 
2-way I n terac t i ons 24 . 1 1 2 3 8 . 037 2 . 6 1 6  . 0 73 
Gender , Handi cap 2 . 074 1 2 . 074 . 675 . 4 1 9  
Gende r ,  Status 1 7 . 573 1 1 7 . 573 5 . 720 . 025 
Handi cap , Status 1 6 . 708 1 1 6 . 708 5 . 439 . 028 
3-way I n t erac t i ons 5 . 1 1 3 1 5 . 1 1 3 1 . 664 . 209 
Gende r ,  Handi cap 5 . 1 1 3 1 5 . 1 1 3  1 . 664 . 209 
Status 
Soc i a l  Status 
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Tab l e  1 0  
Negat i ve Handi capped Behav i or 
Sum of Mean S i gn i f .  
Source of Var i at i on Squares DF Square F of F 
Ma i n  Effects 1 6 . 323 3 5 . 44 1  1 . 488 . 242 
Gender 2 . 289 1 2 . 289 . 626 . 436 
Handi cap 8 . 58 1  1 8 . 581 2 . 347 . 1 38 
Status 1 .  759 1 1 . 759 . 48 1  . 494 
2-way I n t eract i ons 6. 1 47 3 2 . 049 . 560 . 646 
Gender , Handi cap 3 . 77 1  1 3 . 771 1 . 031 . 320 
Gender , Status . 0 47 1 . 047 . 0 1 3  . 9 1 1  
Handi cap , Status 1 . 562 1 1 . 562 . 427 . 51 9  
3-way I n t eract i ons 1 . 074 1 1 . 074 . 294 . 593 
Gender , Handi cap 1 . 074 1 1 . 074 . 294 . 593 
Status 
Soc i a l  Status 
78 
Tab l e  1 1  
Negat i ve M i xed Behav i or 
Sum of Mean S i gn i f .  
Source of Var i at i on Squares DF Square F of F 
Ma i n  E f f ects 1 2 . 6 1 5  3 4 . 205 4 . 845 . 009 
Gender 3 . 323 1 3 . 323 3 . 328 . 062 
Handi cap . 0 1 3  1 . 0 1 3  . 0 1 5  . 904 
Status 8 . 3 1 6  1 8 . 3 1 6  9 . 580 . 005 
2-way I n t eract i ons 7 . 329 3 2 . 443 2 . 8 1 4  . 060 
Gender , Handi cap . 1 81 1 . 1 8 1  . 208 . 652 
Gender , Status 7 . 060 1 7 . 060 8 . 1 34 . 009 
Hand i cap , Status . 5 1 9  1 . 5 1 9  . 598 . 447 
3-way I n terac t i ons . 235 1 . 235 . 270 . 608 
Gender , Hand i cap , . 235 1 . 235 . 270 . 608 
Status 
